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CHAPTER I: 
INTRODUCTION 
The f i e l d  of  f r u s t r a t f a n  theory has been an 
a c t i v e  area of i n v e s t i g a t i o n  f o r  t h e  p a s t  few decades. 
A g r e a t  deal af information has been aeeumulated 
though, a t  times, t h e  r e s u l t s  appear cont radic tory .  
The l i t e r a t u r e  conta ins  d i f f e r e n t  v a e w p ~ i n t s  con- 
ce rn ing  t h e  e f f e c t s  of f r u s t r a t i o n  on subsequent 
performance. F r u s t r a t i o n  i s  o f t en  r e f e r r e d  t o  as  
d f so rgan iz ing  on t h e  one hand and as an i n c e n t i v e  t o  
l e a r n i n g  on the  o the r ,  Some i n v e s t i g a t o r s  (Barker,  
Dembo, Lewin, 1941; Dollard,  Doob , M911er, Mowrer, 
Sears, 1939 ; Maier, 1949) viewed i t s  consequences as  
a nega t ive  force .  Much of psychoanalyt ic  l i t e r a t u r e  
dealt w i t h  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of e l imina t ing  f r u s t r a t i o n  
and i d s  e f f e c t s .  Current a t t i t u d e s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of 
learning have tended t o  e m h a s i z e  the e l imina t ion  af  
f r u s t r a t i o n  o r  f a i l u r e .  There a r e  o the r s  who have 
viewed f r u s t r a t i o n  as a  p o s i t f v e  and necessary fo rce  
i n  t h e  l i v e s  of  i n d i v i d u a l s  and soc fe ty  as we l l ,  
Dewey (1910) felt t h a t  a c e r t a i n  mmtsslt of  difficulty 
i s  v i t a l  f o r  the c r e a t i v e  process*  T ~ ~ n b e e  (1947) saw 
t h e  chal lenge  of' overcoming d i f f i c u l t y  as an impetus t o  
c i v i l i z a t i o n  bul ldfng .  Rosenmeig ( 1 9  381, Mow~er (19 381, 
and others have been q u i t e  e l e a r  i n  t h e i r  view t h a t  t h e  
e x p e r i e n c e  of' f r u s t r a t i o n  i s  necessary  for t he  hea l th  
and development of t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y .  According t o  t h i s  
view, it i s  an i n d i s p e n s a b l e  and i n e v i t a b l e  p a r t  of t h e  
socialization proces s ,  There i s  l i t t l e  doubt t ha t  f r u s -  
t r a t i o n  fs a eomon exper ience  i n  the l i v e s  of  everyone. 
The e d u c a t i v e  process, which we must a l l  endure ,  in-  
vo lves  any  number of  h indrances  and p r i v a t i o n s  whfeh 
e x e r t  p r e s s u r e s  an the i n d i v f d u a l ,  b u t  which are m- 
deniab  ly neces sa ry  f o r  a soc ia l .  s t r u c t u r e ,  Therefore ,  
whether f r u s t r a t i o n  w i l l  e x e r t  a p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  
e f f e c t  on subsequent  behav io r  has been a r n a j o ~  t h e o r e $ i c a l  
q u e s t i o n  i n  much of t h e  L i t e r a t u r e ,  
Within t h e  g e n e r a l  a r e a  of f r u s t r a t i o n  s t u d i e s  
there have been s e v e r a l  s e p a r a t e  areas t h a t  have gene ra t ed  
enough r e s e a r c h  t o  b u i l d  up s u b s t a n t i a l  bodies  of informa- 
t i o n ,  What d g l n t  b e  termed min ia tu re  b e h a v i o r a l  t h e o r f e s  
have come about  I n  an a t tempt  t o  o rgan ize  and i n t e r p r e t  
the data, A s h o r t  review of t h e  major t h e o r e t i c a l  posi -  
t i o n s  fo l lows .  
Perhaps t h e  best known theory  of f r u s t r a t i o n  was 
tha t  p s ~ p o s e d  by t h e  Yale group (DolLard e t  a l ,  , 19 39 ) . 
Within an e a r l y  N u l l i a n  framework, they  asserted t h a t  
11 a g g r e s s i o n  i s  always a consequence of f r u s t r a t i o n ,  and 
the  occur rence  of agg res s ive  behavior  always presupposes 
t he  e x i s t e n c e  of f r u s t r a t i o n R  (Dollard e t  al., 1939). 
P o s t - f r u s t r a t i o n  behavior ,  accord ing  t o  t h e  Yale group, 
would c o n s i s t  of d i r e c t  agg res s ion ,  d i s p l a c e d  agg res s ion  
o r  s u b s t i t u t e  a c t i v i t y ,  This p ~ o p o a i t i o n  and the re- 
s u l t i n g  hypotheses  have l e d  t o  a g r e a t  deal of  resea~ch.  
There has been ample s r i t i c l s m  oP.fhe restriction of 
p o s s i b l e  p o s t - f r u s t r a t i o n  b s h a v i a r  proposed by t h i s  
t h e o r y ,  and as a r e s u l t ,  some changes of t h e  o r i g i n a l  
t h e o r y  have been adopted,  The poss ib le  range o f  sub- 
s t l t u t e  a c t i v i t y  has  been cons iderab ly  broadened m d  
ehere 9s now l i t t l e  suppor t  f a r  the view t h a t  agg res s ion  
i s  the one p robab le  response  t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  There e m  
be l k t t l e  doubt ,  however, t h a t  Dol la rd ,  and h i s  eo- 
workers ,  viewed aggres s ion  as t h e  n a t u r a l  result o f  
f r u s t r a t i o n  and as a consequence neg lec t ed  t h e  a r e a  of 
s u b s t i t u t e ,  p o s f t i v e  responses  t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  
The f r u s t r a t i o n - x g r e s s i o n  theo ry  had i t s  r o o t s  
in Freud and,  f n  the e x p e r i m n t a l  f i e l d ,  i s  most o f t e n  
a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  Barker, Dembo and Lewin (1941)~ They, 
t o o ,  saw f r u s t r a t i o n  as havkng a n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  an 
subsequent behavior .  It was $ h e i r  view tha t  t h i s  neg- 
a t i v e  effect  was due t o  m ? g r e s s f ~ n .  I n  t h e  s tudy  by 
B a r k e r ,  et, a$. (1941) c h i l d E n  were f r u s t r a t e d  by taking 
from them a set of very a t t r a c t i v e  t o y s ,  The behavior  
of t h e  ch i ld ren  was t hen  eva lua t ed  when t h e y  were ~ r o v f d e d  
w i t h  l e s s  a t t r a c t i v e  toys.  The experimenters concluded 
t h a t  the less constructive p l a y  evidenced by t h e  sub- 
S e c t s  was t h e  r e s u l t  of regress ion ,  Cer ta in ly  r eg ress ion  
1s one p s s s i b l e  r e s u l t  of f r u s t r a t i o n ,  b u t  because 
f r u s t r a t i o n - r e g r e s s i o n  theory r e s t r i c t s  i tself  t o  a  
p r e d i c t t o n  of change i n  behavior i n  only one d i r e c t i o n ,  
it a l s o  i s  inadequate  as a  genera l  theory of' f r u s t r ~ a t i o n .  
Recent r e sea rch  on f r u s t ~ a t i a n  m d  r eg ress ion  has foeused 
on ins t rumenta l  a c t  r eg ress ion ,  
Maier (19491 has conducted a  magor por t ion  of the  
resea rch  done on severe  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  We f e l t  t h a t  
f r u s t r a t  i o n - i n s t i g a t e d  behavior cauld not be explained 
b y  the  p r i n c i p l e s  of l ea rn ing  theory,  According t o  
MaSes (1949), behavior produced by f r u s t r a t i o n  i s  non- 
motivated,  non-goal seeking behavior,  In Maieri 8 
experiments ,  animals were forced t o  respond t o  i n s o l u b l e  
p r ~ b l e r n  s i t u a t f  ans,  He explained t h e  f i x a t e d  behavf o r  
t h a t  occurred by t h e o r i z i n g  t h a t  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  thresh-  
hold of t h e  organism had been passed amzd t h e  organism 
was t h e r e f o r e  unable t o  t a k e  advantage of a  l e a r n i n g  set-  
u a t i o n ,  C r i t i c s  of Maiervs work have pointed  out t h a t  
h i s  e x p e r f n n e n t a l  data were expla inable  i n  terms of 
avoidance behavior  (Farber ,  1948, 1953)  f u t f l i z i n a  
l e a r n i n g  theory ,  t h e y  maintained t h a t  t h e r e  was no 
need t o  in t roduce  a concept of non-motivated 
behavior ,  
Marx and Lawson (1958) have charac ter ized  t h r e e  
r e c e n t  t r ea tmen t s  sf f r u s t r a t i o n  as  "two-factorn t h e o r i e s  
o f  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  '"he b a s i c  i d e a  i s  t h a t  t h e  antecedent 
cond i t ion  c a l l e d  f r u s t r a t i o n f  o r  ' Brust ra t f  on-inducingt 
produces one o r  both of two r e s u l t s  ( a )  an inc rease  i n  
t h e  orgarrfsmts d r i v e  level and (b) the a r o u s a l  of  unique 
stimulus-response connections,  e i t h e r  learned  o r  un- 
learned (p. 403) ," One of the "t;o f a c t o r  t h e o r i e s ,  pro- 
posed by  Brown and Farber  (1951) # viewed f r u s t r a t i o n  
within a Hul l ian  framework. They def ine  f r u s t r a t i o n  as 
a higher-order  in te rven ing  v a r i a b l e :  the r a t i o  between 
incompatible  react ion.  p o t e n t i a l s ,  Thei r  main focus has 
been an attempt t o  i n t e g r a t e  cu r ren t  views on f r u s t r a t i o n  
i n t o  a more general behavior theory,  
A m s e l  (1958) has a l s o  employed B u l l g s  framework 
a1t;heugh emphasf z ing  d i f f e r e n t  cons t ruc t s ,  He def ined  
f r u s t r a t i o n  as t h e  blocking of a goal  response. The 
e f f e c t  of t h i s  blocking on subsequent behaveor was con- 
c e p t u a l i  zed i n  terms of an t 'antieipaLory f r u s t r a t i o n  
r e a c t i o n n  and i s  r e l a t e d  t o  Mullrs "an t i c fpa to ry  g o a l  
reac t ion ."  Amsel and Roussel ( 2952 provided s u p p o r t  
f o r  t h e  hypothesis t h a t  f r u s t r a t i o n  a c t s  as an i r ~ e l e v a n t  
d r i v e  which summates w i t h  o t h e r  relevant dr ives  do in -  
f luence  behavior ,  Using ra t s ,  t h e y  e s t a b l i s h e d  a runn ing  
response t o  t h e  maximum level  under hunger d r i v e ,  t hen  
6 
added f r u s t r a t i o n  and found i t  r e s u l t e d  i n  higher running 
speed.  
Ch i ld  and Waterhouse (195?),  t h e  t h i r d  of  t h e  two- 
f a c t o r  t h e o r i s t s ,  a l s o  de f ined  f r u & t s a t l o n  as t h e  b lock ing  
of  a g o a l  response.  They plaeed most emphasis upon t h e  
a r o u s a l  of " i n t e r f e r i n g  responsesa .  Chi ld  and Waterhouse 
(1953) organized  their  d i s c u s s i o n  an f r u s t r a t i o n  f n  terms 
o f  i t s  e f f e c t  on the q u a l i t y  of  performance, The amount 
of d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  q u a l i t y  of ger fosmmce f ~ o m  one 
a c t i v i t y  t o  a n o t h e r  depends on the  ex ten t  t o  whfch f r u s -  
t r a t f o n  leads t o  responses  whioh i n t e r f e r e  wi th  t h e  se- 
sponsea o f  t h e  second a c t i v i t y ,  
A l l  t h r e e  o f  the two-factor t h e o r i e s  i nc lude  t h e  
view that  f r u s t r a t i o n  may have bo th  d r i v e  and cue prop- 
erties. For  example, Y ates ( 1962 ) mainta ins  t h a t  
" f r u s t r a t i o n  may i n c r e a s e  the g e n e r a l  l e v e l  
of mo t iva t ion  by fubc t ion ing  as an i r r e l e v a n t  
d r i v e  i n  summating wi th  r e l a v m t  d r i v e s  of 
t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n ,  Compared w i t h  
o t h e r  d r i v e s ,  however, f r u s t r a t i o n  i s  unique 
in t h a t  it  depends upon t h e  a r o u s a l  of corn- 
p e t i t i v e  t endenc ie s  r a t h e r  t h a n  upon conditions 
o f  deprAvat ion,  and w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  e v e n t s  
t h a t  r e s u l t  i n  i t s  d i d n u t i o n ,  Secondly-- 
f r u s t r a t i o n  may s e r v e  a s  an i n t e r n a l  cue o r  
s t i m u f u s ,  A s  such,  f r u s t r a t i o n  might s e r v e  
as a sou rce  of  new response patterns which 
will. b e  c a r r i e d  over  i n t o  o t h e r  s i t u a t f o n s  
in which t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  f r u s t r a t e d  (Ya te s ,  
1962, p, 1821." 
The va ry ing  d e f i n i t i o n s  and terminology which are 
employed r e s u l t  f n  a b a s i c  problem in s y n t h e s i z i n g  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of previous research ,  Yates (1962) has w r i t t e n  
of t h e  need to l i m f t  d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  t h e  a rea ,  In  t h e  
p a s t ,  a h o s t  any learning s i t u a t i o n ,  any s i t u a t i o n  in-  
volv ing  = at ta inment  of a goal ,  has been seen as con- 
s t i t u t i n g  a f r u s t r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  u n t i l  t h e  goal i s  
reached, 9kis d e f i n i t i o n  i s  s o  broad as fro be  of l i t t l e  
use,  Yates c i t e s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  necessary to make 
a d i s t i n c t i o n  between a f r u a t r a e i n g  s i t u a t i o n  and a  frus- 
t r a t e d  organism, '3% should be o l e a r  %hat an organism 
placed  i n  a f r u s t r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  need no t  necessarily b e  
i n  a state of f r u s t r a t i  on any more than m organism placed  
i n  a l e a r n i n g  s i t u a t i o n  n e c e s s a ~ i l y  l ea rns  (1962, p.  175)!' 
Another source  of confusion has been t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  d t s -  
t inguf  s h  between responses i n d i c a t i n g  a s t a t e  of fms- 
t r a t k o n  i n  t h e  organism ( f r u s t r a t i o n  response) m d  respon- 
ses t o  t h a t  s t a t e  sf f r u s t r a t i o n  (responses t o  f r u s t r a t i o n h  
Yates suggests t h a t  the term, " f r u s t r a t i o n  sltuation,'"be 
l i n i t e d  by agreement t o  those sZtuatf  ons i n  which an 
organism i s  prevented by a  phys tca l  b a r r i e r  from a t t a i n i n g  
a p h y s i a a l  goal  b y  the performafloe of r e s ~ o n s e s  which 
previous ly  l e d  t o  the att;afmBent of t h a t  goal  (1962, P 
176). He recognizes  t h a t  e v e n t u a l l y  any coml?lex theory 
must .fake account of i n t e r n a l i z e d  goal8 and b a r ~ i e r s ,  b u t  
t h a t  any p resen t  research  w o u l d  b e  b e t t e r  t Q  r e s t r f . c t  
i t s e l f  t o  t h e  c i t e d  l i m i t a t i o n s  and d e f f n i t i o n s e  
There has  been some confusion concerning t h e  
r e  l a t i o n s h i p  between f r u s t r a t i o n  and csn f l f  e t  , I n  t h e  
p a s t  t he  terms have o f t e n  been used knterchmgeably.  
I n  Yates explanat ion ,  he uses the f rus t ra t ion-aggress ion  
hypothes is  as an example, 
''An organism i s  blocked from the  at ta inment  
of a f a m i l i a r  goal  and experiences f rus-  
t r a t i o n .  A goal  p o t e n t i a l  a u m a t e s  with the 
f r u s t r a t i o n  p o t e n t i a l  t o  praduoe increased  
s t r i v i n g  towards t h e  goal  awd t h i s  fn- 
creased s t r i v i n g  take  the form of 
aggression b a g ,  t r y f n g  t o  remove t h e  phys ica l  
b a r r i e r ) .  I f  t h l s  increased  s t r i v i n g  Is 
severe ly  punished, however, t h e  organism w i l l ,  
develop an avoidance po ten t$a l  and when 
p laced  i n  s i m i l a r  s i t u a t % o n s  o r  t h e  same 
s e t u a t i o n  again w i l l  be i n  a s t a t e  sf eon- 
f l f c t  (1962, p ,  181)." 
Conf 1 S c t ~  thenr es n o t  an Znevftable consequence of fms- 
t r a t i o n ,  F r u s t r a t i o n  i s  an approach tendency and c o n f l f c t  
occurs  as t h e  r e s u l t  of both approach and avoidance 
tendencies ,  By confusing Ems t r a t i o n  a d  conf l l c t  , 
t h e o r P s t s  have again l imi ted  t h e i r  view of pass lble  re- 
sponses t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  By ine lud ing  t h e  concept of con- 
f l i c t  I n  f r u s t r a t i o n  s i t u a t i o n  t h e  q u a l i t y  of perform- 
ance would n e c e s s a r i l y  b e  lowered, and. it i s  evident  from 
Yates review that c o n f l i c t  f s  no t  stn i n t e g r a l  p a s t  of a 
f r u s t r a t i o n  paradigm. 
Given t h e  pervasiveness  of the  experiencing of 
f r u s t r a t i o n  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  many view its e f f e c t s  as 
g e n e r a l l y  nega t ive ,  i t  i s  somewhat s u r q r i s l n g  t h a t  s o  
l i t t l e  r e s e a r c h  has  been concerned w i t h  a t t empt s  t o  mod- 
i f y  and improve responses  t o  i t a  occurrence.  Although 
most r e s e a r c h  has  been concerned wi th  simply observ ing  
t h e  r e sponses  of an organism t o  a f r u s t r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n ,  
with imumerab  le  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  procedure ,  some t h e a r i s  t s  
have r ecogn ized  the e f f e c t  which Learning and t r a i n i n g  
may have on responses  t o  f r u s t ~ a t i o n .  Even Sea r s  (19'111, 
one of' t h e  o r i g i n a l  f r u s  t r a t i o n - a g g r e s s i o n  t h e o r i s t s  , 
admit ted t h a t  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  suppor t  f o r  t h e  vlew tha t  
t h e r e  i s  one dominant, un learned  r e a c t i o n  t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  
Zander ( 1 9 4 4 )  found tha'r s u b s t i t u t e  responses  a r e  much 
more f r e q u e n t  and a t  least as i n t e n s e  as agg res s ive  re- 
a c t i o n s  t o  f r u s t r a t f  on. ,''Are no t  t h e r e f o r e  t s ~ b s t i t t l t e  v 
responses  and t he i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  likely t o  b e  a more 
p r o d u c t i v e  area of  r e sea rch  i n  human behavior  on the i r  
own account  than i s  the f r u s t r a t i o n - a g g r e s s i o n  hypo thes i s  
(p.  29 )?"  Zmder sees t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  reac tkons  t o  f r u s -  
t r a t f  on, ob t a ined  i n  h i s  s t u d y ,  as a r e s u l t  of i n d i v i d -  
u a l i z e d  h a b i t s  of meet ing f r u s t r a t i o n *  Sea r s  (19 41) c i t e s  
expe r imen te r s  who have shown the  i n f l u e n c e  of  r e i n f a r e e -  
ment on %he frequency of  occurrence of substitute re- 
sponses, Even though Haier  (1959) sees  f r u s t r a t i o n  be- 
h a v i o r  as non-motivated, he t o o  speaks of  t h e  e f f e c t  of 
p rev ious  l e a r n i n g  : 
"A t r a i n e d  boxer i s  more l i k e l y  t o  h i t  w i t h  
a s k i l l e d  j a b  t h a n  a haymaker, t h i s  Pac tor  
perhaps would no t  b e  c r u c i a l  f o r  t e s t i n g  f rus-  
t r a t i o n  theory because l ea rn ing  is  regarded 
as an important s e l e c t o r  o f  behavior i n  most 
t h e o r i e s ,  F r u s t r a t i o n  theory makes l ea rn ing  
a less important  f a c t o r ,  however; and i n  t h i s  
r e s p e c t  f t  might become an i s s u e  f o r  a  c r i t -  
i c a l  experiment (1959, g ,  204 )  ," 
Waterhouse m d  Child (19531, fn an a r t i c l e  concerning t h e  
e f f e c t  af' f r u s t r a t i o n  on t h e  q u a l i t y  of performance, made 
s e v e r a l  r e fe rences  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  of l ea rn ing  and/or 
t r a i n i n g .  
"If h e r e d i t y ,  nursery s o h o s l  t r a i n i n g ,  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  i n t e l l e c t u a l  cha rac te r  
of t h e  home environment and so  f o r t h ,  i n -  
f luence genera l  f n t e l l i g e n c e ,  they should 
i n f  Luence t h e  l ike l ihood  t h a t  the  f r u s t r a t e d  
person w i l l  make a  novel  response af h igh  
q u a l i t y  (p ,  134)," "The i n d i v i d u a l ' s  
h a b i t s  of responding t o  d r i v e  s ta tes- - in  
p a r t i c u l a r  t o  t h e  d r ive  ska tes  l i k e l y  Lo be 
invoked by f rus t ra t ion-- thus  a r e  c r u c i a l  i n  
determining t h e  ef fece of f r u s t r a t i o n  upon 
q u a l i t y  of performance i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
a c t i v i t y  (p, 137),"  
kt&terhouse m d  Child make perhaps t h e  most optim- 
i s t i c  s ta tement  concerning the  u l t ima te  e f f e c t  of 
t r a i n i n g ,  
'fA t y p i c a l  person i n  our s o c i e t y  i s  l i k e l y  t o  
have wel l -es tabl i shed  Lendenekes t o  r e a c t  t o  
s t r o n g  emotions w i t h  var ious responses : such 
as withdrawal ,  c lose  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  experience,  
worrying, express ive  behavior--whlah a l l  t end  t o  
i n t e r f e r e  with e f f i c i e n t  p u r s u i t  of t h e  or ig-  
5 n a l  goal  o r i en ted  a c t i v i t y ,  We wauld expect 
t h a t  persons w i t h  a  d i f f e r e n t  h a b f t  s t r u c t u r e  
might react t o  the  same e r n ~ t i o n a l  s t a t e s  i n  
themselves w i t h  a  h i g h e r  r a t h e r  than  a lower 
q u a l i t y  of performance, This  appears t o  be  the  
assumption underlying m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  and s o  
f o r t h , ,  . , t h e  assumption t h a t  t r a i n i n g  modifies 
*he way a person responds t o  an i n t e n s e  
emotional  s t a t e ,  and indeed can modify it 
s o  r a d i c a l l y  t h a t  i n t e n s e  emotion may come 
t o  have an organiz ing  rather than  a d i s -  
organiz ing  e f f e c t  on behavior  Cp. 137) .Ir 
Previous research  at tempts  t o  e f f e c t  t h e  more 
p o s i t i v e  and c a n ~ t r u e t i v e  r e a c t i o n  t o  f r u s t r a t i o n  have 
been e a g e r .  Severa l  t h e o r i s t s  (Child,  Waterhouse, 1953; 
Davltz ,  1952; Hul l ,  1934) i n d f o a t e  t h a t  p o s t - f r u s t r a t i o n  
behavior  w i l l  be a funet fon  of t h e  orgarrismrs h ie ra rchy  
of responses r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  przr t icu lar  s i l u a t i a n ,  bu t  f e w  
have at tempted t o  in f luence  t h e  o rde r ing  of t h i s  h i e r -  
archy. It i s  recognized (Davitz ,  1952) t h a t  t he  hiep- 
archy of response i s  n o t  t h e  only determining f a c t o r  i n  
p o s t - f r u s t r a t i o n  behavior ,  "The i n t e n s i t y  of t h e  
o r i g i n a l  f r u s t r a t i o n  d r ive  and the  resultant emotional  
response,  t h e  degree t o  which t h e  o r i g i n a l  dr ive-  
evoking s f t u a t i o n  cont inues t o  impinge upon t h e  organism, 
and the degree o f  a c t i v e  puzishtnent Involved i n  t h e  
f r u s t  s a t i n g  circumstances may be s e v e r a l  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  
involved i n  t h i s  complex process  (p, 310) . I 1  
A r e c e n t  s tudy (Shipman, 1960 )  was concerned w i t h  
the e f f e c t  of repeated  mild-to-moderate f r u s t r a t f  on 
exper ience  on f r u s t r a t i o n  to le rance ,  She concluded t h a t  
those s u b j e c t s  exposed t o  mild-to-moderate f r u s t r a t i n g  
exper f  ences had inc reased  to le ranae  f o r  t h a t  f r u s t r a t i o n  
b u t  t h a t  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  to le rance  f a i l e d  t o  generalf  ze, 
Shipnanqs  s tudy does i n d i c a t e  t h a t  repeated doses of 
mi ld  f r u s t r a t i o n  might very w e l l  have a  p lace  i n  m y  
t r a i n i n g  designed t o  r a i s e  the Level of f r u s t r a t i o n  
to le rance .  
Davitz (1952) t r a i n e d  one group of s u b j e c t s  
aggress ive ly  be fo re  f r u s t r a t i o n  and m o t h e r  group was 
t r a i n e d  t o  a c t  eons t ruc t ive ly .  Bavi tz  hoped t o  develop 
response tendencies  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  phys ica l  s i t u a t i o n  
i n  which t h e y  had been t r a i n e d ,  He concluded t h a t  t he  
c o n s t r u c t i v e l y  t r a i n e d  s u b j e c t s  behaved more cons t ruc t -  
i v e l y  a f t e r  f r u s t r a t e o n  than t h e  aggress ive ly  t r a i n e d  
s u b j e c t s .  The c o n s t r u c t i v e  t r a i n i n g  cons i s t ed  o f  d l s -  
couragfng aggressf  ve behavior ,  and encouraging and 
emphasizing cons t ruc t ive  behavior  e x h i b i t e d  by sub j e e t s  
as they worked on a p r o j e c t ,  
Giebink, S tover ,  and F a h l  (19681 used d i r e c t  
v e r b a l  i n s t r u c t i o n  in t h e  gu i se  of a  t a b l e  game t o  in-  
cpease adapt ive  behavior ,  The d i r e c t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
approach was Eomd t o  fnc rease  t h e  number of a l t e r n a t i v e  
responses t h e  c h i l d r e n  could v e r b a l i z e  t o  a  f r u s t r a t i o n  
s i t u a t i o n  and Led t o  l a t e r  over t  changes i n  behavior .  
The i r  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  perhaps a  ~ p e c i f i c  v e r b a l  
approach might b e  of use i n  modifying responses t o  f rus-  
t r a t i o n .  Keister and Updegraff (19381, attempted t o  
determine responses of c h i l d r e n  when faced w i t h  f a i l u r e .  

1934) t h e  o rde r ing  of t h e  response h ierasshy i n  a f rus -  
t r a t i o n  s i t u a t i o n  can  be modffied by p r i o r  t r a i n i n g ,  and 
if f r u s t r a t i o n  can se rve  as  a cue o r  s t imulus t o  r e l e a s e  
t h a t  t r a i n e d  response,  as t h e  two-factor t h e o r i s t s  have 
suggested,  it would appear  appropr ia t e  to d e t e r d n e  t h e  
n a t u r e  af p r e - f r u s t r a t i o n  experiences whi ckk are more 
l f k e l y  t o  l ead  t o  adaptfve,  p e r s i s t e n t  responses when 
t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  faced with a  f r u s t r a t i n g  exper ience ,  
Mildly-frus t r a t i  ng experiences (Shipman) , reward 
(Naier )  , and d i r e c t  ve rba l  i n s t r u c t i o n  ( K e i s t e r ,  
Updegraff, Cfiebink, S tover  and F a h h )  have all been pro- 
posed as e f f e c t i v e  behavior  modif iers  i n  the face of 
f r u s t r a t i o n .  
For  purposes of t h i s  s tudy ,  t he  d e f i n i t i o n  of a 
f r u s t r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  suggested b y  Yates w i l l  be adopted. 
Weir ( 196 4 )  has d i e  cussed developmenta5_ changes i n  pro- 
blem s o l v i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  and has concluded t h a t  p e r s i s -  
tence  i s  t h e  best measure f o r  f r u s t r a t i o n  t o l e r a n c e  a t  
t h e  preschool  l e v e l ,  The principal focus of  t h e  p r e s e n t  
study was t h e  comparison of the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t r a i n i n g  
methods designed t o  f o s t e r  adapt ive  responses t o  f rus-  
t r a t i o n ,  
The s p e c i f i c  h y p ~ t h e s e s  examined a r e  these  : 
1) Subjec t s  r ece fv iag  t r a i n i n g  wll1 persist 
longer  a t  a f r u s t r a t i o n  t a s k  than  those  
who r ece ive  no t r a i n i n g .  
2 )  SubJects who ape re lnforcsd f o r  adapt ive  
responses will persist longer at the 
frustration task t h a n  s u b j e c t s  exposed 
t o  m&ld f r u s t r a t i o n ,  
The s u b j e c t s  
four  and f i v e .  A l l  
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were 30 pre-school c h i l d r e n ,  ages 
subgects  a t tended Sabin School 
Heads t a r t  Program, Des Moines , Iowa. The s u b j e c t s  
were randomly assigned t o  one of the two exper imenta l  
cond i t ions  and t h e  c o n t r o l  condi t ion .  S ince  t h e  
c h i l d r e n  were chosen randomly from t h e  t o t a l  schoo l  
popu la t ion ,  t h e r e  was con tac t  fo l lowing t h e  t r a i n i n g  
s e s s i o n s  among the  ch i ld ren .  Qratap A was t r a i n e d  f i rs t  
t o  prevent  Group B from r a i s i n g  any false exptaetations 
concerning t h e  p h y s i c a l  reward whf ch t h e y  a lone  
rece ived .  Due t o  absences,  a t o t a l  o f  2 8  c h i l d r e n  
completed a11 sess fons ,  Of the 28, there were 9 i n  
Group A ,  10 i n  Group I3 and 9 In Group 6. Three 
add%t iona l  c h i l d r e n  were used i n  a p i l o t  s tudy t o  
e s t a b l i s h  i n t e r o b s e r v e r  consensus and r e l i a b i l i t y ,  
These c h i l d r e n  were exposed t o  %he f r u s t r a t i o n  task 
only,  
The exper imenta l  procedure was conducted i n  f o u r  
s e s s i o n s ,  t h r e e  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s ,  and one s e s s i o n  of 
exposure t o  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  t a s k ,  A 1 1  t s a i n i n g  sessions 
The t r a i n i n g  was given on t h r e e  suecess lve  schoo l  days 
wi th  exposure t o  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  t a s k  on the  f o u r t h  
day. Each c h i l d  was taken  i n d i v i d u a l l y  t o  t h e  exper i -  
mental  room where bo th  the t r a f n i n g  and f r u s t r a t i o n  
t a s k  were held.  The training groups worked on t h e  same 
type of t a s k s  i n  t h e  same order .  The f i r s t  t r a i n i n g  
s e s s i o n  involved simple paper  f o l d i n g  of a paper  boa t  
and a  shovel .  The i n i t i a l  v e r b a l  i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  the 
c h i l d r e n  were a s  f a l lows :  "We are going t o  do some 
paper f o l d i n g ;  you watch what I do and f o l d  your paper  
e x a c t l y  t h e  same way.'>e experimenter  cont inued t a  
f o l d  t h e  obgects slowly throughout the s e s s i o n ,  
The second t r a i n i n g  t a sk  s e s s i o n  used puzzle 
cons t rue t ion ,  The puzzles  were taken from t h e  Weschler 
I n t e l l i g e n c e  S c a l e  f o r  Children ( W f S C )  Object Assembly 
Test .  The t r a i n i n g  groups recefved the  fo l lowing in- 
s t r u c t i o n s ,  ''1 have some puzzles  f o r  you t o  put  toge the r . "  
The experimenter  gave t h e  c h i l d  the  first puzzle  and s a i d ,  
'You pu t  t h i s  together ."  When the  c h i l d  f i n i s h e d  the 
f%rst p u z z l e  o r  stopped working on 2 t  because he  seemed 
t o  t h i n k  he had completed i t  c o r r e c t l y ,  t h e  exper imenter  
put  i t  away and gave the  c h i l d  the  nex t  puzzle  saying, 
'"ow p u t  this one t o g e t h e r e n  
The t h i r d  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n  c o n s i s t e d  of s o r t i n g  
V e r b a l  i n s t r u c t i o n s  were as  fol lows : llLook, 1 
he re  i s  a p i l e  of' squares  t h a t  are three d i f f e r e n t  eolors!' 
"1 want you t o  p u t  them i n  t h i s  box, p u t t i n g  a  d i f f e s e n t  
c o l o r  in each The experimenter  put  one c o l o r  
i n t o  each s e c t i o n  making s u r e  t h e  c h i l d  understood the 
i n s t r u c t i o n s .  !Ibe s u b j e c t  was them t o l d ,  "Make s u r e  you 
s o r t  them a l l , "  
Croup A ' s  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s  were arranged t o  
expose them t o  mi ld ly - f rus t ra tkng  tasks, I n  t h e  f irst  
s e s s i o n  - Ss were given paper  o f  the wrong s i z g  which made 
i t  Impossible  f o r  them t o  complete t h e  o b j e c t  demon- 
s t r a t e d  by  t he  experimenter.  In  t h e  second s e s s i o n  these 
s u b j e c t s  were given t h e  W I S C  hor se  and face p u z z l e s ,  i n  
t h a t  o rde r ,  It was prevfous ly  determtned that i t  was 
d i f f i c u l t  f o r  ch i ld ren  of t h i s  age t o  complete both of 
these puzzles  i n  t he  ff ve minute pe r iod ,  f n  t h e  color-  
s o r t  Cask Group A hlas given mare squares thm was 
p o s s i b l e  f o r  them t o  s o r t  i n  the time a l l o t t e d ,  
Group 3 seeefved v e r b a l  encouragement, s o c i a l  
approval  and a  physieal reward i n  a l l  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s ,  
Statements  such as "that ' s  'ny our re doing very 
w e l l w ,  and "keep t r y i n g "  were used.  SubJec ts  i n  Group B 
were given M & M candies  a t  r e g u l a r  i n t e r v a l s ,  one per 
minutee ,  a8 long as  they continued t o  work. The paper  
f o l d i n g  was within t he i r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  when given the 
c o r r e c t  materials. In  t h e  puzzle  c o n s t m e t i o n  s e s s i o n ,  
Group B was gilvevr t h e  m a n  and horse  puzzles, which are 
less d i f f f  c u l t  than  those  provided t o  Group A. Th i s  
group was given 10 squares  of each color, which they 
could e a s i l y  s o r t  Ln the  time per iod .  
Group C ,  t h e  c o n t r o l  group, r ece ived  no t r a i n i n g ,  
but  met wfth t he  experimenter  f o r  t h r e e  consecut ive  
s e s s i o n s  befon? t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  task  t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  
exposure t o  the experimenter ,  The c o n t r o l  group co lo red  
a p i c t u r e ,  p l a y e d  wi th  c l a y ,  and worked wfth a con- 
s t r u c t i o n  toy. The materials were provided w i  th no 
i n s t r u c t i o n  or conversa t ion ,  
The  f r u s t r a t i o n  t a s k  was an approximation of  t h e  
weighted box test  devf sea by  Updegraff and K i e s t e r  C 1938).  
The appara tus  was a box 30'' X 24" X 20'" N i n e t y  pounds 
of sand were enclosed  i n  a false top,  The box was i n -  
ve r t ed  and s e v e r a l  b r i g h t  toys  p laced  under it, The sub- 
j e c t  was brought  ta t h e  experimental room and i n s t r u c t e d  
as follows:  here are some t o y s  under this box, l i f t  
t h e  box and you may p l a y  w f t h  them," During t h e  spoken 
i n s t r u c t i o n s  the experimenter  l i f t e d  t h e  box t o  about a 
90  degree angle t o  expose t h e  t o y s  underneath.  The  
c h i l d ' s  behavior was observed and recorded. The ob- 
s e r v a t i o n  p e r i o d  was f i v e  minutes in length .  FoZkowing 
t h i s  pe r iod ,  t h e  experimenter  helped t h e  c h i l d  o b t a i n  
a. toy  and allowed him t o  p lay  wi th  i t  f o r  a few minutes 
t o  e s t a b l i s h  a good r e l a t i o n s h i p  be fo re  r e t u r n i n g  the 
c h i l d  t o  t h e  classroom. It was hoped t h a t  the  choice 
of f r u s t p a t i o n  t a s k  would saef  s f g  s e v e r a l  e ~ i t e r f  a :
( a )  it had t o  be  a n a t u r a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  d i d  not  appear  obviousLy imposed, [ b )  it 
had t o  be  s imple t o  grasp ,  s o  t h a t  the  c h i l d  would b e  
a b l e  t o  understand what was requ i red  for s o l u t i o n  and 
could pe rce ive  t h a t  he was n o t  succeeding, ( c )  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  could n o t  b e  of such a n a t u r e  a s  t o  make t h e  
c h i l d  f e e l  he must respond and (d) i t  had t o  be of 
i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  pre-school ch i ld .  
Group A% experience w i t h  d l d l y - f r u s t r a t i n g  
t a s k s  was inc luded t o  d e t e r n i n e  whether such exposure 
d i d  r a i s e  t h e  l e v e l  of f r u s t r a t i o n  t o l e r a n c e  md thereby 
i n c r e a s e  t h e i r  p e r s i s t e n c e  times at  the f r u s t r a t i o n  
task. Group B% success ,  reward and encouraging verbal 
S n s t r u c t i o n  were designed t o  determine whether t h e s e  
exper iences  proved more e f f e c t i v e  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  per- 
s i s t e n c s  t imes ,  Group C was ineluded as  an exposure 
c o n t r o l .  
Measures 
Two observers  noted t h e  child's r e a c t i o n s ,  w h i l e  
E recorded t h e  amount of time dur ing  which t h e  child 
rated b l i n d l y  and bo th  were present;  d u r i n g  any o f  the 
f r u s t r a t i o n  tasks. The o b s e r v e r s  were seated a t  desks 
approximate ly  12 feet away from t h e  weighted box, They 
had n o  c o n t a c t  w i t h  the  S and if the S i n q u i r e d  about  
- - 
them, h e  was t o l d  that  they  were u s i n g  t h e  room f o r  some 
work t h e y  had t o  do. The obsesve r s  r eco rded  r e sponses  
t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  Using a c h e c k l e s t ,  shown in Table  1, 
and a s t o p  watch,  a time sampl ing  procedure  was used t o  
o b t a i n  a r e c o r d  of  the c h i l d ' s  a c t i o n s  a d  attempts t o  
s o l v e  t h e  problem. The judges made a n o t a t i o n  eve ry  
f i f t e e n  seconds ,  The c h i l d  was r eao rded  as p e r s i s t i n g  
p rov ided  t h a t  h i s  a t t e n t i o n  was d i r e c t e d  toward the box 
o r  he was a t t e m p t i n g  t o  l i f t  o r  move i t ,  Regress ion  was 
r eco rded  9 S  S was n o t  working a t  the task and i f  such  
- 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  as b e h a v i o r a l  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  ( l e s s  
v a r i e t y ) ,  d e c r e a s e  i n  areas of i n t e r e s t  and a c t i v i t y  
(came and s t o o d  b y  e x p e r i m e n t e r ) ,  d e c r e a s e  i n  o r g a n i z a t i o n  
of  t h e  person  ( c r y i n g  and whfning) , and a decrease in 
r e a l i s m  ( f a n t a s i z f n g ]  were e x h i b i t e d .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
r e c o r d  k e p t  by the Judges ,  t he  expe r imen te r  r eco rded  
v e r b a l  comments of  Ss and t h e  t o t a l  t i m e  t h a t  he worked 
- 
at the  task. After e x p l a i n i n g  the f r u s t r a t i o n  task, t h e  
expe r imen te r  sa t  a t  a desk 5 feet Prom the box and appeared 
t o  engage i n  p a p e r  work, T h i s  p rov ided  a van tage  p o i n t  

CHAPTER III 
The dependent v a r i a b l e  used i n  t h i s  s tudy ,  the 
c h i l d ' s  r e a c t i o n  t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  was measured I n  terms 
of p e r s i s t e n c e ,  The records  kep t  by  the experimenter 
and t h e  observers  provided two s e p a r a t e  measures of  
p e r s i s t e n c e ,  The f i r s t  was a dura t ion  measure kep t  
by t h e  experimenter ,  The anaLysis of  va r i ance  run  on 
t h e s e  d a t a  d i d  n o t  suppor t  the hypotheses ( F e l ) .  
TABLE I 
Analysis of Variance of 
Duration Neasure Scares  
Source SS d f MS F 
Between 176,528 2 83,264 < 1 
kJithira 192 , 472 22 87,M&? 
T o t a l  369,000 2 4 
The second p e r s i s t e n c e  measure was a t ime sampling 
procedure recorded by t h e  observers on a c h e c k l i s t  (see  
Appendix A ) ,  A Pearson Product Moment C o r r e l a t i o n  Co- 
eff lcfen. t ;  was computed on the observers 'sc;ores .  The i n t e ~  
rater r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  scares was .99. The a n a l y s f s  
2 4 
of va r i ance  run on ehese data a l s o  r e s u l t e d  i n  an F < l .  
The hypothes is  that - Ss r e c e i v i n g  t r a i n i n g  w i l l  pep- 
s is t  longer  a t  a ErusGratfon taek than those  who 
r ece ive  no t r a i n i n g ,  and t h e  hypothes is  t h a t  - Ss who 
are r e i n f o r c e d  f o r  adapt ive  responses will p e r s i s t  
longer  a t  the f r u s t r a t f o n  t a s k  than s u b j e c t s  exposed 
t o  mild  f r u s t r a t t o n ,  were no t  supported,  
TABLE I1 
Analysis of Var imoe  of 
Time  Sampling Scores  
Source S S  d f NS F 
-- 
Between 29a45 2 14.725 < I  
k d i  t h i n  1,263afJ5 22  57,111 
Tot a1 1,292*5 2 4 
The mean p e r s i s t e n c e  tima i n  seconds f o r  each group 
were as Sallows: 106.8% f o r  t h e  group t r a i n e d  wi th  
reward, 105.5 f o r  the c o n t r o l  group and 57.2 f o r  t h e  
group trained using  mi ld  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  These means seem 
t o  i n d i c a t e  an i n t e r e s t i n g  d i r e c t i o n ;  however, t h e  
v a r i a b i l i t y  w i thgn  the  groups was such as t a  r ender  t h e  
r e s u l t s  i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  
Six - Ss were h e s i t a n t  t o  come with t h e  exper imenter  
f o r  t r a i n i n g  and requ i red  a longer  time t o  e s t a b l i s h  
r appor t ,  A 3 1  s i x  had mean p e r s i s t e n c e  tlmes of less 
than f o r t y  seconds and two o f  t h e  Ss made no a t tempt  
- 
t o  move the box a t  a l l .  This observat ion  seems t o  
support  the f ind ings  of o thep  s t u d i e s  t h a t  have re- 
l a t e d  f r u s t r a t i o n  t o l e r a n c e  t o  over-a l l  adjustment 
(Block and Martin,  1955; Zander, L944). 
No i n ~ t a n e e  of aggress ive  behavior  was recorded 
on the c h e c k l i s t .  Only t h r e e  Ss e x h i b i t e d  what was 
- 
termed r e g r e s s i v e  behavior  f o r  over fifty percent  of' 
t h e  t a s k  tfme. 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  - Ss who made no v e r b a l i z a t i o n s  
dur ing  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  task e f i l b b t e d  longer  per- 
s i s t e n a e  t imes.  Those - Ss who spoke during t h e  t a s k  
had a man p e r s i s t e n c e  time of s i x t y - f i v e  seconds,  a s  
opposed t o  one hundred and e i g h t y  two seconds f o r  
those who were s i l e n t ,  The experimenter  i s  unaware 
of any  s t u d i e s  t h a t  have explored  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between pe r s f  s t ence  and v e r b a l i z a t i o n s .  Non-persistent 
and p e r s i s t e n t  s u b j e c t s  d i d  not d i f f e r  i n  degree of  
a g i t a t e d  bekaavi~s  resuLt ing  from f r u s t r a t i o n ,  
Three Ss, one i n  each group, were a b l e  t o  s o l v e  
- 
the  problem in t h e  tfme a l l o t t e d ,  and t h e r e f o r e  na 
measure t o  determine the  amount of t i m a 3  they would have 
p e r s i s t e d  a t  %he t a s k  was p o s s i b l e ,  These t h r e e  S s  were 
- 
no t  inc luded i n  the  s t a t f s t i o a l  aklalysis* 
CHAPTER IV 
D I S C U S S I O N  
The major cons ide ra t ion  of t h i s  s tudy was t o  
compare t h e  e f f e c t i ~ e n e s s  of t r a i n i n g  methods designed 
to i n c r e a s e  f r u s t r a t i o n  to le rance .  The ~ s u l t s ,  
u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  do n o t  allow a Judgment concerning the 
r e l a t i v e  m e r i t s  of  the d i f f e r e n t  t r a i n i n g  approaches,  
The p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a person could have a genera l i zed  
h a b i t  of responding f n  a p a r t i c u l a r  way t o  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  
and the p o s s i b i l i t y  that t h i s  habit eould b e  a f f e c t e d  
by  t r a i n i n g  s t i l l  seems reasonable,  Severa l  of  t h e  
changes i n  method o r  design that might have led t o  
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  were noted dur ing  t h e  conduct o r  
t h e  study, 
A s tudy which f a i l s  t o  produce s i g n i f i c a n t  
f ind ings  l eads  t o  close re-examlnation of theory and 
procedure amzd recornended changes, It appears ,  i n  
r e t r o s p e c t ,  t h a t  t h e  t ~ a i n f n g  s e s s i o n s  were of in-  
s u f f i c i e n t  length and frequency t o  o f f s e t  the accum- 
u l a t i o n  of  o t h e r  exper iences ,  F r u s t r a t i o n  i s  universal 
and inescapab le ,  and responses t o  it a r e  l ea rned  can- 
t i n u o u s l y ,  beginntng very earby i n  Life. One p o s s i b l e  
a l t e r a t i o n  i n  procedure would have been t o  keep the 
t r a i n f n g  e x a c t l y  as designed, but  t o  have increased, 
by a consfderable  amount, the time spen t  i n  t r a i n i n g .  
A d e s i r a b l e  add i t fon  t o  the presen t  s tudy 
might have been the  i n c l u s i o n  of an a d d i t i o n a l  group 
whose t r a i n i n g  involved t a s k s  t h a t  were graded i n  
d i f f i c u l t y ,  This  wouLd have allowed S t o  experience 
success  a t  f i r s t  and then r e q u i r e  perseverence i n  
o rde r  t o  succeed. Wfth such a procedure,  t h e  
experimenter  could have been more s p e c i f l c  canceming  
what behavior  was rewarded. A group rewarded f o r  
perseverfng  when faced  with mild f r u s t r a t i o n  would 
have been a combinatfon of t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  approaches 
of Lhe o t h e r  two groups. If' t h i s  group had s i g n i f i c a n t -  
ly  longer  p e r s i s t e n c e  times, i t  might be argued t h a t  
t h e  exper ienc ing  of some f r u s t r a % i o n  i s  beneff e i a l ,  
b u t  only  i f  t h e  r i g h t  response appears md i s  re- 
i n f o r c e d ,  
The procedura l  a s p e c t s  of  the r e sea rch  design 
worked out  q u i t e  adequately,  The t r a i n i n g  t a s k s  proved 
t o  b e  adap tab le  to t h e  varying r e s u l t s  Besired,  It was 
n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  man$pulate t he  circumstances t o  i n s u r e  
e i t h e r  success  o r  f a i l u r e  on t h e  p a r t  of each S. The 
t r a i n i n g  tasks proved very s u i t a b l e  i n  terms of l e v e l  
of d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  t h e  use of s o c i a l  re inforcement  t o  
encourage persf  s t e n c e  as opposed t o  withdrawal* The 
t ypes  of tasks used made comments by E appear both 
-
n a t u r a 3  and appropr ia t e .  The fol lowing q u a l i t a t i v e  
d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  r e a c t i o n s  of s e l e c t e d  3s a r e  
- 
examples of those  e l f c f l t e d  by  the t r a i n i n g  tasks u s i n g  
t h e  MISC puzzles .  These by no means i n d i c a t e  t h e  
e n t i r e  range of responses b u t  they w f l l  p e ~ h a p s  be 
informat ive  as t o  t h e  c h i l d ' s  pe rcep t ions  of t h e  
expartence. The responses of t h e  two e~er imnta . l i ,  
groups v a r t e d  i n  a  q u a n t i t a t i v e  way. Typica l  of the  
major i ty  of comments made by - Ss i n  t h e  reward t r a i n i n g  
group a r e  t h e  fol lowing:  '"h, t h i s  is a horse.  
"Mom% ggona get me a horse." "You csmmin tomorrow?" 
"I got  puzzles." "You got  more puzzles?" "Hey, 
where's this go?'' ''You put  t h i s  in,'""ey, h e x  i t  
goes." "Push, push ,  push, push." 'tYou got some more?" 
"My baby couldn" t d o  t h a t . "  The fa l lowing comments 
r e p r e s e n t  the major i ty  of comments made by Ss t r a i n e d  
- 
using mild f r u s t r a t i o n .  "I don' t  l i k e  these puzzles  .I1 
"Do we have t o  do t h e s e  tomorrow?" '$1 may not  want t o  
come back with you," "I a i n ' t  P i x  t h e s e  r i g h t . "  "I 
can ' t?  "This  no t  l i k e  it should be,  is it?" " O h  darn, 
a mess, I1 
The Ssus t r a t i  on t a s k  adequately f u l f i l l e d  t h e  
c r i t e r i a  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  design, The major i ty  of t h e  
c h i l d r e n  at tempted t o  move the box; only two c h i l d r e n  
made no a t tempt  a t  a l l .  The f a c t  that E could eas i ly  
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t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  t a s k  was r e l a t i v e l y  c o n s i s t e n t  i n  this 
r e s p e c t ,  There was l i t t l e  non-funct ional  behavior  and 
no dest ruc tkve  behavior  observed. Again, t h e r e  are 
s e v e r a l  exp lana t ions  which could account f o r  such a  
f ind ing ,  Because of t h e i r  low socio-economf e back- 
ground, these s u b j e c t s  may have had a low reward 
expectancy md, t h e r e f a r q  non-rewa~d d i d  not prove as  
f r u s t r a t i n g .  Also, i n  t h i s  s tudy,  t h e  experimenter ,  
by a t t i t u d e  and ins t ruc t i lons , impl ied  that  the S could. 
s o l v e  the problem b u t  S never  experienced success ,  
Re la t ive  t o  t h f s  p a i n t ,  more emotional behavior  has 
been observed i n  s t u d i e s  i n  which - Ss had experienced 
success  be fo re  be ing  f r u s t r a t e d  (Sherman and J o s t ,  
19321,  t h a n  t h o s e  s t u d i e s  in which t h e  E implied t h a t  
t h e  S ahauld  succeed, but they  experienced only f a i l u r e  
(Thorndike and Woodyard, 1934). Most t h e o r i s t s  hold 
t h a t  t h e  emotional  a s p e c t s  of  f r u s t r a t i o n  do no t  become 
dominant u n t i l  t h e  range of adap t ive  responses has been 
exhausted,  It might be  argued t h a t  i n  t h e  s t u d i e s  i n  
which S exper ienced success  a t  some p o i n t  i n  t h e  des ign  
sequence, c e r t a i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  had been e l imina ted  i n  
l ea rn ing  t h e  c o r r e c t  response,  Therefore,  when t h e  pre- 
v ious ly  s u c c e s s f u l  response failed, there remained fewer 
adapt ive  responses t o  try and emotional behavior  occurred 
more q u i c k l y ,  This p a r t S c u l a r  ques t ion  ?ia% n o t  consfdered 
in t he  o r i g i n a l  design and perhaps t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  
pe r iod  was n o t  long enough t o  e l i m i n a t e  the Ss range 
- 
of adapt3 ve responses.  
This study c e r t a t n l y  showed no one s p e c l f i e ,  
dominant r e a c t i o n  ' to f r u s t r a t i o n  as some t;heories have 
i n d i c a t e d ,  Wide inte~-gz(oup v a r i a b i l i t y  wae r e f l e c t e d  
i n  p e r s i s t e n c e  t imes and o t h e r  behavfor  as well. It 
i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  f r u s t r a t i o n  t ens ions  work themselves 
out so  va r ious ly  that only with massed d a t a  could 
tendcnei  es b e  observed. P e r s o n a l i t y  f a c t o r a  and t h e  
genera l  n a t u r e  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  sample are probably 
q u i t e  impor tant  i n  such v a r i a b i l i t y ,  Mental age 
(Stevenson and Z i e g l e r ,  19581, and ~ h r o n o l o g i c a l  age ,  
( R y a n  and M o f f i t t ,  1966) ( W e Z r ,  1962), have been c i t e d  
i n  t h e  past as variabLes having an effect on reward 
expectancy. Bailer and Cromwe11 (1965) w r i t e  of  
" f a i l u r e  avoiders"  and "'success s t r l . v & r s . ' ~ h o n t p s o n  
and Honnicutt  (1944) ,  found t h a t  'rinit;roverts" on t h e  
P i n t e r  Scale showed more improvement when p r a i s e d  than  
when blamed, while? ntsxt;rovertsn responded w i t h  more 
e f f o r t  t o  blame than t o  p r a l s e .  
Future  reseasch d i r e c t e d  toward ind iv f  dualized 
responses t o  f r u s t r a t i o n  and the na tu r e  and o r i g i n s  of 
wide in ter -group v a r i a b i l i t y  would b e  informat ive .  Long- 
i t u d i n a l  s t u d i e s  appear  t o  b e  a promising approach, 
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FRUSTWTION TASK 
Date 
Chjlldts Name Age 
Croun 
TIME INTERVAL 
1. Aggress. Behav. 
a, phys .  agg. toward 
exper imenter  
b ,  phys .  agg, toward 
s e l f  
c, ve rba l  agg, toward 
exper imenter  
2 ,  Stops Working 
Tswasd Goal 
a, a t tempts  t o  leave 
room 
b e  d i r e c t s  a t t e n .  t o  
something else 
3. Works on Task 
a, a t t empts  t o  move 
box 
b e  a t t en ,  d i r e c t e d  
toward box  
4. Regress. Behave 
a, c r i e s  
b ,  i gnores  box, b u t  
does n o t  become 
invo lved  elsewhere 
c. s i m p l i f i e d  behav, 
d ,  Eantas i  z i n g  
